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PER CURI AM

Mourad Abu Renmileh, a Palestinian in the United States on a
noni mr grant student visa, petitions for review of an order adopting an
admnistrative |aw judge's summary judgnent that Renileh violated 8 U S. C
8 1324c(a)(2). W deny the petition.

Section 1324c provides for the assessment of civil penalties against
i ndi vi dual s who knowi ngly engage in acts of docunent fraud for the purpose
of satisfying any requirenment of the Imrgration and Nationality Act, 8
U S C 88 1101-1524 (1994). The regulations inplenenting the Act require
enpl oyers physically to exam ne docurments verifying a new enployee's
identity and eligibility to work in the United States. 8 CFR
§ 274a.2(b)(ii) (1996); see 8 U.S.C. § 1324a. Conversely, to be legally
enployed in the United States, an alien nust be authorized to work and nust
provide valid docunments to an enployer to verify eligibility. See 8 CF.R



§ 274a.12.

The Inmigration and Naturalization Service (INS) alleged Renileh
violated 8 U S.C. 8§ 1324c(a)(2) by using the birth certificate of his
cousin, a United States citizen, to obtain enploynent at a M nnesota
amuserrent park. Renileh admitted he applied for the job using his cousin's
nane, and used his cousin's nane and social security nunber on the INS
enpl oynent eligibility verification form which Renileh conpleted before
starting work. On the sane form Remleh also swore he is a United States
citizen. Al though the form states certain verifying docunents nust be
provided, Renileh did not present the docunents when he signed the formand
his enployer did not imedi ately request them |[|nstead, when Renileh went
to the payroll office for his first paycheck two weeks after starting his
job, Renmileh' s enployer asked for docunentation. In response, Renileh
brought in his cousin's birth certificate, which Renileh had altered to
reflect his own birth date.

In this petition for review, Renmileh contends summary judgnent was
i nappropriate because there is a genuine issue of material fact about his
i ntended purpose in presenting the altered birth certificate. Rem | eh
clainms that because the immgration law requires enployers to review
verifying docunents within three days after an enployee starts work,
Rem | eh did not know his enpl oyer wanted the birth certificate to confirm
his eligibility for enploynment, and thus, it is unclear Renileh presented
the false birth certificate for the purpose of verifying his eligibility.

We conclude there is no genuine issue of material fact precluding
summary judgnment. The nere existence of sone all eged factual dispute does
not defeat sunmary judgnent if the dispute is not "genuine," meaning a
reasonable jury could not find for the nonnpbving party. Anderson v.
Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 248 (1986). Summary judgnent shoul d not
be denied sinply because




i ssues of notive or intent are involved. Mister v. Georgia-Pacific Corp.
43 F.3d 1154, 1159 (7th Cir. 1995).

In this case, a reasonable jury could only concl ude Renil eh knew his
enpl oyer wanted the docunentation for inmmgration purposes and presented
the altered birth certificate to verify his eligibility to work in the
United States. The enployer's two-week delay in asking for docunentation
does not nmatter under the circunstances. Even if Remileh's notive for
adopting his cousin's identity only at his job was Rem |l eh's fear of the
I slami c fundanentalist group Hamas, Renileh's reason for showi ng the
altered birth certificate to his enployer was to verify his eligibility to
wor K.

We deny Renmileh's petition for review
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